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Allnet Communication Services, Inc. (Allnet) strongly opposes those parties
who seek to restrict resale of CMRS services, such as cellular services. It is
incomprehensible how this Commission could adopt such an anticompetitive policy, in
light of the experiences that this Commission has had in both competitive and
monopoly portions of the industry. For example, the FCC has only recently slapped
AT&T, a firm subject to much competition, with fines for having thwarted resale of
its services.l Thus, the specious claims of AT&T. and others, alleging that
competition necessarily eliminates the need for a policy against prohibitions on resale
are clearly not based on real-world facts.

Of critical note is that no party sets forth anv valid claim that prohibitions of
bans on resale will materially hurt competition. The arguments typically claim only
that resale will occur, thus no prohibitions on resale hans are needed. Assuming that
resale will occur, as these parties claim, then having a policy prohibiting bans on
resale should not have any adverse effect because (if these commenters assertions
are correct) no competitive firm will ever bar resale

The fact of the matter is that CMRS services, such as cellular, are far from
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models of full competition. There continue to be substantial barriers to entry. For
example, there is no number portability for cellular customers. Thus changing a
carrier requires changing one’s telephone number. [n fact, many cellular providers
require that a customer change their number simply to change to a reseller of that
same cellular provider. The FCC has found that “number portability promotes
competition between telecommunications service providers by allowing customers to
respond more readily to service and price differences among competing providers.
Number portability also promotes significant public interest benefits by providing
consumers with great personal mobility and flexibility in the way they use
telecommunications services.” Commission Seeks Comment On Telephone Number
Portability, CC Docket No. 95-116, RM 8535, Report No. DC 95-99, July 13, 1995.
Until there is at least number portability between cellular providers, there is
significant market power for cellular providers that. in turn, provides strong
incentives to discriminate among customers and to protect that discrimination by
inhibiting resale.

Moreover, the best parties to promote the benefits of resale are the facilities
based competitors given that they can easily resell using their existing sales and
distribution channels in the areas where their competitors exist. Thus, not
surprisingly, the facilities based competitors seek to bar resale by the very parties
who are in the best position to resell, and thus capitalize (as a proper reward for their
market-correcting arbitrage), on discrimination by a facilities base competitors. In
sum, promoting resale by all entities should be the policy of this Commission. Any

other outcome would be inefficient.2

2AT&T makes the ridiculous argument that PCS providers should be barred from resale in

order to assure that they “buildout” in rural and sparsely populated areas. AT&T at 28. This
makes no economic sense. If it is more efficient for a PCS provider (who already bought spectrum) to



Similarly, interconnection, including equal access, must be promoted in order to
minimize the exercise of this market power. There can be no argument with the
concept that CMRS providers provide reasonable interconnection, pursuant to 47
U.S.C. §201(b) and non-discriminatory access, pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §202(a).

The bottom line is that resale and reasonable interconnection are good -- no
party credibly disagrees with that. Thus, a policy of promoting what is good -- namely
resale -- is also good. What is wrong with that” Only the incumbents who are to be

resold seem to have a problem with that. Not surprisingly.
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resell its competitor in a certain area, then the market is saying that the economies gained by
placing the combined services on one system significantly exceed the benefits of “autonomy” that the
new entrant would enjoy by building its own system in those areas. At the same time, the
additional traffic on the incumbent’s system benefits all customers by driving down the marginal
cost of the incumbent for serving customers in those rural and sparsely populated areas. Thus,
what purpose, other than an anticompetitive purpose, would be served by barring resale by a
facilities based competitor?
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